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B. FINDINGS

Although exact operations vary a great deal, at a general level the
process used to serve individual participants can be viewed as con-
sisting of five components. First, eligibility workers determine
which, if any, individuals applying for (or being recertified for) food
stamp benefits are required to register for work and accept suitable
employment if it is offered. These work registrants are then referred
to a separate employment and training office to receive services - In
all but the 10 percent of local Food Stamp Agencies (FSAs) that serve
applicants, this next step takes place after the individuals are
determined eligible for food stamp benefits.

At the employment and training unit, work registrants are next
screened for possible exemption from E&T requirements (i.e., those
facing difficulties related to child care, transportation or health
conditions). Once determined to be a nonexempt E&T participant (a
subset of the work registrants), individuals are assigned to a service
component such as job search, job search training, educational
classes, or work experience. In most local FSAs, this step is rela-
tively straightforward because only one service is being offered --
often job search. Where alternatives are available, about three-
quarters of local FSAs use some sort of caseworker assessment to
determine the most appropriate service component; more than half
allow participants an opportunity to choose among a menu of
available options after the assessment is completed.

During the period of participation in the E&T Program, local FSAs
generally monitor the progress being made by the participant. How
this is done varies by the type of service to which the individual is
assigned. Job search and job search training services generally
specify some type of regularly scheduled monitoring visit to meet
with an assigned employment and training caseworker. In more
intensive services (e.g., educational components) participants are
often required to submit documentation of completion of their
assigned activity (e.g., attaining a General Educational Development
certificate).

The final step in this general process is related to noncompliance with
the E&T requirements (e.g., failure to attend classes or make the
required number of employee contacts). Although participants are
subject to loss of benefits if they fail to comply, participants are also
allowed to "cure" their noncompliance by reporting to their
caseworker and agreeing to cooperate.

One of the most striking aspects of the E&T Program is the

variety of services being provided, and the numerous arrange-

ments State and local FSAs have made to assist participants. While
job search is the most commonly available service component
(offered by almost every State), more intensive services such as aduit
basic education (e.g., high school equivalency courses, literacy
training), vocational training, work experience and workfare are also
widely available,

viii
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Moreover, E&T services are being provided by many different
sources, including traditional employment service agencies (State
Employment Service Agencies, Job Training Partnership Act
programs), local school districts, community colleges, and public and
private community-based organizations (e.g., Goodwill, Young Men's
Christian Association). These linkages with existing service providers
are intended to allow the E&T Program to leverage additional
resources, achieve certain economies of scale through more efficient
operations, and avoid having to "reinvent the wheel" in order to assist
food stamp recipients. The availability of such networking
arrangements has enabled the E&T Program to provide a variety of
services in FY1988.

It also appears that the Program is evolving over time. Comparing
State E&T Program plans for FY1988 and FY 1989 reveals that States
are adding and deleting service components. Rather than adopting
rigid approaches to meet Federal requirements, States appear quite
willing to experiment with new service components. Again, this is an
encouraging outcome -- Congress allowed States an opportunity to try
different ways to assist low-income persons obtain gainful
employment, and States appear willing to seek alternative ways to
achieve this goal.

What other State and local FSAs have recognized the needs of individual partici-

ices are pants, and have taken steps to help them complete their education
being Provided? and training assignments. Where financial burdens can be a barrier
(e.g., the cost of travel to attend classes or to a worksite), States
have made an effort to be flexible in deciding how to reimburse
participants for their out-of-pocket expenses. Many States, espe-
cially those offering more intensive services, have opted to pay
actual expenses rather than provide a fixed reimbursement amount.
In addition to cash subsidies, many local FSAs have also provided
various types of in-kind services such as child care arrangements,
transportation assistance and counseling services.

ix
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In light of the limited time allowed to plan and implement the

E&T Program, States might have been expected to avoid creating new
services for food stamp recipients. Many States had existing job
search programs in place, and because this is an allowable component
under E&T, the simple response would have been to continue the
previous services. But, as noted above, States have, in fact,
implemented a variety of different types of training services. About
three-quarters of all local FSAs were operating programs in FY 1988
that were either entirely new or differed markedly from previous job
search programs.

Percent of Local FSAs

EAT Program is simiar to
previous Job Search Program
__{28% ol local FSAs)

EAT Program is different from
previous Job Search Program
{12% of local FSAs)

Although all States implemented an E&T Program in FY 1988, only 18
States had planned statewide implementation; an additional 12 States
planned to make the Program available in more than 50 percent of
their counties. Such geographic exemptions are permitted by the
1985 Act if it would be impractical to operate the Program in certain
localities because of remoteness or poor labor market conditions.

This level of coverage, however, represents a significant expansion
from previous FSP work programs. In 42 States, E&T Program
coverage in FY1988 represented an increase over that available under
the previous job search program.
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In addition to geographic exemptions, States can exempt certain
individuals for a variety of impediments such as a lack of child care
or transportation and temporary health problems. States have made
conszdera}:le use of these exemptions, particularly, as noted above,
geographic area exclusions. Their plans called for E&T participation
of about 1.6 million individuals in FY 1988 -- about half of the total
3.3 million eligible work registrants. In addition, States planned to
include about 90,000 volunteers (about 6% of all E&T participants
were expected to be volunteers). As planned, the E&T Program is
more than twice the combined size of all of the AFDC work programs
(in 1985 AFDC programs served about 700,000 individuals).

ALL FOOD STAMP RECIPIENTS
(31.78 MILLION®)
ALL WORK REGISTRANTS
(3.27 MILLION)

NONEXEMPT WORK REGISTRANTS
(2.34 MILLION)

EAT PARTICIPANTS
{1.64 MILLION)

* Estimated gotal number of food stamp recipients participating in a year. This is computed
by muttiplying the average monthly participation of 18.58 milfion by the average rate of
caseload tumover of 1.7, i.a., total annual participation equals 1.7 times the average
monthly caseioad.

There are three types of Federal financial support provided to

States for the operation of the E&T Program: a 100 percent grant
based on the relative size of each State's FSP caseload; a 50

percent match of additional Program costs; and, a 50 percent match
of participant reimbursements up to a maximum of $25 per person per
month. Although full information on operating costs will not be
available until the completion of the evaluation study, data are
available on total Federal and State budgeted expenses. In FY 1988,
the planned cost of the E&T Program was about 3224 million -- $60
million for the 100 percent grants, $100 million for additional service
expenses, and $64 million for participant reimbursements.
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For the purposes of this evaluation, States were categorized into
one of three Program models: Job Search States which primarily
offer job search services to E&T participants; Job Search Training
States offering additional job search assistance such as job finding
clubs and training in employment techniques; and Intensive Service
States that provide more in-depth remediation such as basic
education, skills training and work experience. This grouping is a
convenient analytical tool, but it is not perfect. Although States
have been classified on the basis of their most prevalent type of
service component, there is a great deal of variety in E&T Program
services. Even within programs classified as a Job Search model,
other types of services may be offered.

Notwithstanding these iimitations, an examination of State funding
plans indicates, as expected, that the cost per participant is related
to the intensity of services offered. That is, planned costs per
participant are highest for Intensive Service States at $210 per
participant, and those categorized as Job Search States are the
lowest at $58 per participant.

Modei 1; Model 2 Model 3:

Job Search Job Seerch Traning Inesrsve Services
Service cost per participant $33 $90 $155
Average participant reimbursement 325 $27 $55

Total cost per participant $58 $t118 $210

Xii
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It is difficult at this time to draw any firm conclusions from these
figures. First, these data represent planned costs and participation;
information on actual expenditures and participation levels are not
now available. Second, within a Program model category, the
average per participant costs exhibit wide variation. In many
instances, more intense (and presumably more costly) programs
appear to be less expensive than simpler job search programs, and
vice versa, This can be the result of a number of factors including
differences in the way similarly titled services are actually delivered
and the extent to which States have been able to forge linkages with
other State agencies and programs. The evaluation study currently
underway will address many of these questions, but results will not be
available until early 1990.

An examination of actual Federal E&T expenditures for FY 1988
(State expenditure information is not reported to FNS), show a
shortfall of approximately 30 percent below planned costs. Actual
Federal expenditures for FY 1988 totalled $98.7 million, compared to
budgeted costs of $138.5 million.

Based on information for the first three quarters of FY1988, it is
expected that Program participation will also be less than planned.
Instead of planned participation of about 1.6 million individuals, it
appears that States will probably serve about one million persons - a
similar shortfall of about 37 percent. While it is again difficult to
draw any firm conclusions from these data, it seems that the lower
than expected Program cost is a result of lower than predicted
participation levels.

The participation shortfall noted above should not be construed

to be a failure of the E&T Program. Rather, States appear to have
initially overestimated the number of recipients who would be subject
to the work registration requirements and not exempted from E&T
participation. Given the short planning period afforded State FSAs
and the lack of information on which to base these estimates, it is not
too surprising that States' estimates proved to be inaccurate.

For FY 1989, States have planned to serve substantially more partici-
pants than in FY 1988 -- 1.4 million compared to one million in
FY1988. For example, a majority of States (all but 6) have planned to
expand the availability of the E&T Program to more areas of their re-
spective States in FY1989. In fact, the number of States planning
complete statewide coverage will increase from 18 in FY1988 to 26 in
FY1989.

xiii
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The flexibility afforded States has resulted in the targeting of the
E&T Program toward certain types of food stamp recipients:

Most participants are relatively young (the average age is 33
years) and equally likely to be male or female.

For the most part, E&T participants are single and unmarried.
Slightly more than half of all participants have never been
married and live alone.

About 6 out of every 10 E&T participants are minorities.
E&T participants are generally poorly educated -- only about half

have completed high school -- but about one-third have obtained
supplementary technical or vocational training.

41 and over

Age Household Size

Marital Status Ethnicity

Xiv
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E&T participants are also not well attached to the labor market
-- only about 4 out of 10 were gainfully employed during the past
year. Of those who were employed, about half worked more than
six months, and about one-third worked from 9-12 months.
Average employment consisted of about 30 hours per week for an
average of $5.59 per hour, or only about $168 per week.

E&T participants in local Job Search model FSAs are most likely
to be White married males residing in households with earned
income. Because job search is intended to assist those most
employable to find productive jobs, this finding appears to
support a conclusion that the Program is being correctly
targeted. But, until information is available on the actual
services received (recall that FSAs in the other two categories
also provide job search services), this conclusion must remain
tentative.

EDUCATION

LABOR MARKET
EXPERIENCE

XV
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* E&T participants in local Job Search Training model FSAs are
most likely to be Black single female General Assistance (GA)
recipients. '

* E&T participants in local Intensive Service model FSAs are most
likely to be Black single females or female household-heads --
these individuals are also likely to be receiving GA but are most
likely to be recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC).

In general, the E&T Program is serving food stamp recipients who are
young, unmarried and non-White. These individuals, however, are in
need of remedial services to compete in today's labor market. They
typically lack formal education, and have been unable to maintain
steady employment in the past.

States appear to have focused the E&T Program on those work
registrants who are also GA recipients -- about 40 percent of all E&T
participants receive GA benefits. Moreover, this representation is
higher than the proportion of all work registrants who receive such
assistance. This finding may be the result of two factors. First,
unlike AFDC recipients GA recipients involved in another work
program are not categoricaly exempted from E&T participation.
Second, there is a clear incentive for States to provide job services to
their GA population through the E&T Program. If the Program is
successful in helping participants find employment, States can realize
significant savings in welfare expenditures as these individuals
become self-sufficient.

It is also notable that relatively few AFDC recipients are participat-
ing in the E&T Program. Only about 6 percent of the E&T partici-
pants receive AFDC benefits; and those who do are primarily in local
Intensive Service model FSAs. The relatively low representation is
due to the fact that AFDC recipients involved in Title IV work
programs (i.e., WIN) are exempt from the E&T requirements. Those
AFDC recipients who have been assigned to E&T may be individuals
not covered under an existing WIN program. For example, the State
may only provide services to AFDC households with both parents
present. In such instances, the E&T Program may provide an opport-
unity for States to extend employment and training services to a
portion of their AFDC caseload who have otherwise been excluded
from such assistance. This also may account for the concentration of
these participants in Intensive Service model FSAs (i.e., E&T may
have been integrated with a pre-existing work program).

This interim report provides substantial information about the imple-
mention of the E&T Program. First, a large number of food stamp
recipients will have participated in the Program in FY 1988 (about one
million) -- the Program?'s first full year of operation. Second,
although job search is the most commonly available service, these
participants appear to have at least the opportunity to receive
additional forms of assistance such as job skills training, educational
services and work experience. Third, the services being provided
typically represent new initiatives and are generally being delivered
using linkages to various types of external agencies and/or programs.

XVt
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What is not known, however, is the degree to which the Program is
cost effective, i.e., do the services increase employment and
decrease welfare dependency and at what cost. The evaluation study
currently underway will address these and other relevant questions.

Results will be available to Congress in early 1990.

xVvii
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I.  INTRODUCTION

Congress, as part of the Food Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198),
required that all States implement an Employment and Training (E&T)
Program for certain food stamp recipients by April 1, 1987. This
requirement, which replaced food stamp job search as the major
work-related activity of the Food Stamp Program (FSP), was intended
to help able-bodied recipients obtain paid employment and decrease
their dependence on public assistance programs. A major emphasis of
this legislation was that States be given maximum flexibility in
designing programs that best fit their individual needs. The role of
the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), which administers the FSP, is to approve State plans for the
E&T Program and to monitor performance to ensure that each State
provides a meaningful opportunity for its food stamp recipients to
increase their employment prospects.

In addition to authorizing the E&T Program, Congress also mandated
an evaluation of the Program. Abt Associates Inc., and its subcon-
tractor, Westat, were selected by FNS to conduct this comprehensive
evaluation to determine the effect of the E&T Program on the em-
ployment, earnings, and welfare income of participating food stamp
recipients and applicants. This is an interim report from the evalua-
tion study. It is descriptive in nature and focuses on the way in which
States have implemented the E&T Program and the characteristics of
the participants. The results of the complete impact evaluation will
be available to Congress by early 1990.

A. HISTORY OF WORK REQUIREMENTS IN THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM

The E&T Program does not represent the first time that work re-
quirements have been imposed on food stamp recipients. In fact, as
shown in Exhibit I.1, the requirement that able-bodied recipients
accept suitable jobs* as a condition for receiving benefits has been a
standard requirement of the FSP since 1971, shortly after it became a
national Program. This initial requirement covered all able-bodied
adults, ages 18 to 65, except household members caring for dependent
children under 18 or incapacitated adults, students enrolled at least
half time in school or training programs, and persons working at least
30 hours per week. Nonexempt recipients had to comply with the
requirements or face the penalty of having their entire household
removed from the food stamp rolls.

*Employment was defined as unsuitable if wages were below Federal
or State minimums, if union membership or nonmembership was a
condition of employment, if the work was offered at the site of a
strike or lockout, if the employment was not within a reasonable
distance of the individual's residence, or if the employment was not
within the individual's major field of experience (unless, after a
reasonable period of time, such work was clearly unavailable).
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Exhibit 1.1

CHRONOLOGY OF FOOD STAMP WORK REQUIREMENT
YEAR

46074 ;ke‘ WMWind: Danintentinn Damisamomd i3} Ad DT EY Sheba bt Lmomad

stamp recipients between ages 18 and 65 must register for work and actively
seek empioyment (report for job interviews and accept suitable work) as a
condition of receipt of food stamp benefits. Exceptions to this requirement
include: (1) those caring for dependent children under age 18 or
incapacitated adults, (2) students, or (3) those working at least 30 hours per
week.

1977 Exemptions Changed and Sanctions Specified (P.L, 95-113). Recipients
from age 18 to 59 are required 10 work register. Dependent care exemption
changed to child under age 12. Changed definition of suitable work to
include jobs outside of major field of experience. States authorized to
sanction entire households when individual work registrants are found to be
noncompliant, and to extend the disqualification for two months.

1981 Requirements Strengthened (P.L. 97-98) Disqualifies work registrant who

voluntarily quits a job. Annualizes work registration requirement.

1982 |pitiation of Job Search Contracts. FNS contracts with State Food Stamp

Agencies for job search services.

1983

295,1 Changed exemptnon for dependent chnid care to chddren under age
6. Provides States with option of requiring job search at application.
Disqualifies those who voluntarily quit a job without good cause from 60 to
90 days. USDA no longer required to issue work registration rules jointly
with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). FSP work rules no longer
required to conform with those issued under the Work Incentive Program
{WIN) for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

1985 (Congress Initiates E&T Programs (P.L. 99-198). States must establish Food
Stamp Employment and Training Programs.

1987 |mplementation of E&T. States commence operation of E&T Program.
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Subsequent legislative and regulatory changes modified this initial
work requirement in two general ways. First, exemptions were
expanded to target those most able to find employment -- individuals
over age 59 were exempted and provision was made to exempt others
for various types of health or language problems or those residing in
remote areas. Second, the work requirements were strengthened in a
number of important ways:

*  dependent care exemptions were limited to individuals caring for
children under age six;

* mandatory work registrants were required to contact up to 24
prospective employers during an eight week period;

* work registrants failing to comply with these requirements
caused their entire household to lose food stamp benefits for a
period of two months; and

* the definition of suitable employment was changed to cover a
wider range of jobs -- individuals had to accept jobs outside their
major field of experience,

The context within which these legislative and regulatory actions
were taking place was full of contradictions. On one hand, there was
research evidence suggesting that some types of interventions, such
as job-finding clubs, might actually increase the employment of
recipients (this is discussed in the following section). On the other
hand, several studies, including one conducted in 1978 by the General
Accounting Office (GAO)*, had indicated that FSP work require-
ments, and those in other welfare programs, had been ineffective. As
a consequence, from 1979 to 1983 two demonstration studies were
conducted to test alternative work strategies.

The first, mandated by Congress in the 1979 Food Stamp Act, evalu-
ated the use of "workfare" in which food stamp recipients were
required to perform work in exchange for their benefits. These pilot
projects, initiated in 14 sites in 1979, consisted of three elements: an
initial period of job search for 30 days; a period of public service
work in exchange for benefits; and the continued search for unsubsi-
dized jobs. Because of certain methodological problems, however,
these demonstration projects did not produce conclusive evidence.

The second initiative was the Food Stamp Work Registration and Job
Search Demonstration begun in 1979 at the request of the Office of
Management and Budget ?OMB). Involving approximately 44,000 food
stamp applicants and recipients at 18 different sites, the demon-
stration took place in two stages. The initial stage, from October
1981 to March 1983, involved || sites and four alternative job search

*U.S. General Accounting Office. Food Stamp Work Requirements --
Ineffective Paperwork or Effective Tool? Report to the Congress by
the Comptroller General, April 1978.




Table of Contents

models -- in-person registration for work at the State Employment
Security Agency (SESA), a "job club" to help individuals find employ-
ment, a combination of in-person work registration and a job club,
and job search run by the local Food Stamp Agency (FSA).

Initially, this demonstration project was operated jointly by the

"~ Departments of Agriculture and Labor (DOL). During the early
stages, however, DOL withdrew from its administrative role (i.e.,
operating the SESA programs) leaving USDA to contract directly with
State FSAs for job services (State FSAs then subcontracted with the
SESAs). As a result, USDA decided to further test the capacity of
local FSAs to administer the work requirements themselves. The
demonstration was expanded to test four additional approaches, all
administered by FSAs, in seven additional sites -- requiring applicants
to make a specified number of job contacts prior to certification, job
skills training combined with eight weeks of job search, job clubs, and
job clubs combined with workfare.

An evaluation of the various demonstration projects*, reported a
number of key findings:

»  FSAs were able to successfully implement the various employ-
ment and training models with only few deviations. [t was
determined, however, that implementation would be improved if
States were given the flexibility to tailor their work registration
and job search requirements and procedures to their individual
labor markets, caseloads, and client characteristics.

«  All the models increased the employment and earnings of parti-
cipants and reduced food stamp payments; for all but one model,
benefits exceeded operating costs.

+ By placing greater emphasis on the speed and rigor with which
work registrants were identified, entered into job search, and
sanctioned for noncompliance, FSAs could achieve significant
participant effects and cost savings.

By 1986, 38 States, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands operated FSP
job search programs, although these services were available statewide
in only 9 States. In addition to job search training, some States
offered other services, including on-the-job-training, classroom-based
vocational education, and workfare programs.

*Brandeis University, The Center for Human Resources, and Abt
Associates Inc., Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search
Demonstration. Final Report prepared for U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. Waltham, MA: Brandeis
University, 1986.
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B. EVIDENCE FROM PAST RESEARCH

Over the past twenty years, a number of changes in the structure of
income maintenance programs, and in the work and training opportun-
ities and requirements facing welfare recipients, have been proposed
and tested. With the exception of the Negative Income Tax Experi-
ments of the late 1960s and 1970s, most of these demonstration
projects have not examined radically new income support programs.
Instead, these project have experimented with ways of promoting
financial independence through employment and training services, and
the obligation to search for and accept employment where available.

The assumption underlying these various initiatives is that public
assistance should provide support for a relatively brief interval that
ends when the recipient is securely established in employment (except
for people too old or infirm to be expected to work). Moreover, it is
assumed that public assistance should facilitate and motivate this
outcome, making the assistance interval as brief as possible.

A review of the evidence from these past research efforts suggests
eight major conclusions:

« Effects are Likely to be Small. Previous research suggests that,
while it is possible to design and operate employment and train-
ing programs that have positive impacts on participants' em-
ployment, earnings and welfare benefits, the size of the effect is
likely to be relatively small.

« Effects Vary Over Time. Prior research also suggests that the
impact expected from employment and training programs display
trends over time. Usually, the impacts are found to take some
time to appear, depending on the timing of the intervention, and
often decrease over time.

* There is a Relationship Among Impacts. These appears to be a
complex relationship between program impacts on employment
and earnings and program impacts on the incidence and amount
of public benefits received. Because of both administrative rules
and individual behavior, increases in earnings do not always lead
to comparable decreases in the receipt of public assistance.

»  Participation Rates are Generally Low. An important indication
of the effectiveness of an employment and training program is
the degree to which targeted individuals participate. Prior
research has shown that even in instances where participation
was mandatory, and program resources were generous, participa-
tion rates rarely exceed 50 percent of the target population.

*A detailed summary of the literature related to employment and
training programs for welfare recipients can be found in Appendix A.
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* Attracting Volunteers is Difficult. Prior research has also shown
that the penetration rate of a voluntary employment and training
program is often low. Although the use of outreach, marketing
and enhanced services can significantly increase the number of
volunteers joing the program, overall participation rates are
generally low.

* Enforcement of the Obligation to Participate is Often Unsuc-
cessful. Because mandatory participants in employment and
training programs are subject to sanctions for failure to comply
with program rules, one would expect that if participation rates
are low, sanctioning rates would be relatively high. Most prior
research on the enforcement of such requirements, however,
suggests that this is rarely the case. For a variety of reasons,
mandatory participants appear to be able to escape both partici-
pation and sanctioning.

* To Be Successful, Programs Must Provide for the Efficient
Coordination of Services and Information. Prior research has
generally found that the implementation of a new employment
and training program can be fraught with pitfalls that threaten
to undermine the success of the program and its intended policy
ends. Such arrangements can be difficult to develop and main-
tain. First, coordination of services, and the management of
program information are difficult and complicated tasks for a
welfare department to perform. In many instances, the delivery
of employment and training services is new to income mainten-
ance agency personnel. Second, the implementation of an
employment and training program often requires interaction with
other public agencies and institutions. A program may therefore
fail to have its intended social impact, therefore, not because it
is faulty in design, but because it is not delivering the necessary
services.

« Participant Costs Vary Substantially. Prior demonstration pro-
jects have reported widely varying per participant costs. In large
part, this variation is tied to the intensity and duration of the
services provided. For example, the cost of job search and job
club programs have been relatively modest, usually no more than
$100 per participant. On the other hand, subsidized emploly-
ment, even when partly funded by grant diversion, has been
relatively costly ranging from $600 to $1200 per participant.

The important lesson from the work-welfare research is that em-
ployment and training programs can be implemented and that they
are likely to produce positive but small effects. Moreover, although
the effects are generally smail, their magnitude is often found to
exceed the cost of providing services to recipients of public assist-
ance.
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C. THE NEW FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
PROGRAM

The creation of the new Food Stamp E&T Program was influenced by
two related factors. On the one hand, as noted above considerable
evidence had accumulated showing that work programs for recipients
of public assistance were both practical to implement and generally
cost effective. In particular, Congress was encouraged by the success
of the Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search Demonstration
projects. On the other hand, there was growing concern about the
effectiveness of current income maintenance programs, particularly,
as some critics have claimed, their tendency to produce long-term
dependency. The E&T Program is part of a broad national movement
to improve the welfare system, most notably seen in recent welfare
reforms and the proliferation of State-initiated demonstration pro-
jects.

The Food Security Act of 1985, which created the E&T Program,
replaced the former optional job search provisions with the new
requirement that all States conduct employment and training pro-
grams. Individuals not specifically exempted by law, however, were
still required to register for work.

Under the 1985 Act, States were given the flexibility to design and
operate the E&T Program in a manner best suited to their unique
situations, subject to the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. In
particular, States were given discretion in the following areas: the
range of services available to Program participants, including the
designation of some components as mandatory and others as volun-
tary; the designation of those who must (or may) participate in the
Program; and the funding level above a basic Federal grant. Each of
these areas of State discretion is reviewed below.

Service Components. The principal intent of Congress in creating the
E&T Program was to assist food stamp recipients to gain the skills,
training, or work experience needed to increase their ability to obtain
regular employment. To meet this goal, current regulations allow
States to offer one or more of the following components:

«  Job Search, which requires participants to make a specified
number of job contacts in a given time period (e.g., 24 job con-
tacts in eight weeks) and to report those job contacts to the local
FSA (most frequently at a job search monitoring visit). The
participant may be required to pursue employment independently
or to meet with a job counselor on a regular basis to report job
search activity and develop new leads for potential job open-
ings. Whatever the structure of the job search component,
mandatory participants are subject to sanction (e.§., suspension
of food stamp benefits for a specified time period) if they do not
comply with the requirements.

«  Job Search Training, in which participants are required to engage
in structured learning activities regarding useful techniques for
successful job-hunting. Such a program may consist of job skills
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assessments, job finding clubs, training in techniques for improv-
ing employability, job placement services, or other direct train-
ing or support activities, including educational programs deter-
mined by the State agency to expand the job search abilities or
employability of those subject to the Program. (Education
components are allowed if they directly enhance the employ-
ability of the participants.)

Job search activity may also be required as part of the participa-
tion in training, and may occur either prior to training or immed-
lately after its completion. Some States choose to use job search
training only for those participants who appear to lack job search
skills, or who have gone through a period of unsuccessful job
search.

«  Workfare, in which a participant works off the food stamp bene-
fit amount at a predetermined wage rate at a public sector
worksite.

» Work Experience, in which a participant is typically placed at a
public sector worksite for a certain time in order to acquire both
generic and specific work skills.

To the extent practical, States are also allowed under the 1985 Act to
design and operate programs that are compatible with similar pro-
grams already operated within the State (such as work and training
programs for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
-- AFDC). The Act also permits State FSAs to contract with other
State and local employment and training agencies administering
programs under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).

Program Participants. In addition to allowing States a choice of
service components for the E&T Program, the 1985 Act also provides
for some flexibility in defining the food stamp recipients that must
participate. That is, although the rules for work registration that
were in effect before the 1985 Act are still in force, States have
some discretion in defining who from the pool of work registrants will
be mandatory E&T participants.

States may, with the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture,
exempt from participation entire categories of work registrants, as
well as individual work registrants. For example, the 1985 Act allows
States to exempt categories of food stamp work registrants on the
basis of such criteria as poor local labor market conditions, or
because certain groups of nonexempt registrants may require inten-
sive services too costly to be cost-effective. The Act also provides
that States may exempt from participation registrants during their
first 30 days of receipt of food stamp benefits. Finally, States may
exempt individual registrants for whom participation would be im-
practical because of personal circumstances such as the remote
location of work opportunities, or the unavailability of child care.
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In addition to having flexibility in the determination of mandatory
participants in the E&T Program, States may also allow exempted
individuals (e.g., those caring for young children) to voluntarily parti-
cipate in the Program. Indeed, the law requires States to permit
exempt individuals to participate on a voluntary basis "to the
extent...practicable.”

As shown in Exhibit I.2, the result of these various categorical and
individual exemptions is a relatively small pool of food stamp recipi-
ents subjected to the E&T requirements (i.e., compared to the entire
FSP population). By providing States with flexibility to design their
own programs, Congress and USDA have attempted to target the E&T
Program to those most likely to benefit from the opportunity to
receive services.

Funding Levels. [n order to support the E&T Program, the 1985 Act
requires USDA to allocate to the States $50 million for FY 1987, $60
million for FY 1988, and $75 million in FY1989 and FY1990. Each
State's share of these funds is proportional to its respective FSP
caseload and is not subject to a State matching requirement (i.e.,
other FSP administrative expenses are usually matched on 50/50
basis). Federal grants must be used solely for the E&T Program, and
may not be diverted to other activities.

In an effort to encourage additional Program activity, the Act also
provides that any State funds spent on the E&T Program in excess of
the basic grant is to be matched dollar-for-dollar by USDA. There is
no statutory limitation on the amount of Federal matching funds
States may receive for this purpose. However, States must submit
detailed budgets to FNS for approval before incurring these added
expenses.

Finally, the Act requires that States must reimburse E&T Program
participants for transportation and other program-related expenses up
to $25 per participant per month. USDA pays half the cost of these
reimbursements with funds separate from the grants allocated for
Program operation.

States are permitted to reimburse participants for expenses exceed-
ing $25 a month, but USDA cannot match these additional funds.

Other Regulatory Requirements. Although the Act allows flexibility
in many areas of Program design, there are some operational con-
straints. In addition to the overall requirement that State plans for
the E&T Program be reviewed and approved by the Secretary, USDA
has in response to the legislative mandate, issued specific regulations
defining requirements for Program service components and for levels
of Program participation. For the first quarter of FY1939, 35 per-
cent of mandatory participants must be placed in a service compon-
ent; this requirement rises to 50 percent for the remainder FY 1989
and thereafter. These standards have been set in consideration of a
number of concerns:
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Exhibit 1.2

E&T Program Particlpants

ALL FOOD STAMP PROGRAM RECIPIENTS ~ [r========mmmeeeo ,

ALL THOSE REQUIRED TO WORK REGISTER
(EXCLUDES INDIVIDUALS: OVER AGE 59; UNDER
AGE 18; CARING FOR YOUNG CHILDREN;
CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN A TITLE IV JOB
TRAINING PROGRAM; WORKING MORE THAN

30 HOURS PER WEEK)

WORK REGISTRANTS RESIDING IN A
COVERED WORK AREA (EXCLUDES
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS EXEMPTED AT
STATE DISCRETION)

MANDATORY E&T PARTICIPANTS
(EXCLUDES THOSEFORWHOM  ta . | vmiinrecac |oon... .
PARTICIPATION IS IMPRACTICAL) 1€ VOLUNTEERS

e . e o i . . . . 2 S e e o . A . e ke S P S P 2 B i S il A . e
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*  The goals should be reasonably attainable by States.

. The standards should not be set too high and, as a consequence,
deter States from incorporating more intensive (and costly)
services for those who need them.

*  Yet, the standards should ensure that States provide an opportu-
nity for a broad spectrum of food stamp recipients to benefit
from the E&T Program.

The regulations also provide that FNS may adjust an individual State's
performance requirements for Program components or client partici-
pation if the State can demonstrate that the service components it
plans to offer, or the type and proportion of participants it plans to
serve, will require a significantly higher level of effort than the
minimum effort required by the FNS regulations.

Implementing the E&T Program was a complex undertaking involving
the Federal government and State and local FSAs. To help with this
process, FNS provided several mechanisms for technical assistance.
First, three publications were distributed offering guidance on how to
design and operate employment and training programs for food stamp
recipients. Second, FNS staff provided assistance to State FSAs
during their initial planning stages. This included help with the
preparation of State plans, and regional training meetings to which
State staff were invited to discusses the new regulations.

D. THE EVALUATION STUDY

The evaluation of the E&T Program will provide comprehensive
information both on the implementation of the Program and on its
effects. The specific objectives of the study, summarized in Exhibit
L.3, are to:

» describe the employment and training services operated by the
States;

+  assess the Program's implementation and its effectiveness in
providing employment assistance to participants;

* measure changes in food stamp recipients' employment and
earnings which result from the Program; and,

« assess the costs and estimate the cost-effectiveness of the E&T
Program.

The evaluation, which is national in scope, is designed primarily to
meet the important informational needs of Congress and USDA. The
study, however, will also help States and localities in planning future
modifications of their programs, including improving services, lower-
ing costs, and increasing the effectiveness of service components.

I
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To meet these diverse needs, the evaluation is designed to be na-
tionally representative in terms of the types of food stamp recipients
that participate in the Program, the different areas of the Nation in
which the Program operates, and the types of services that are pro-
vided. For analytical convenience, operating programs have been
grouped into the following typology consisting of three general
program types or models:

¢ Job Search -- programs offering only a job search component.
*  Job Search Training -- programs offering job search training

{e.g., job finding clubs, training in techniques for employability),
either alone or in combination with job search.

* Intensive Services -- programs that provide more in-depth forms
of remediation to a substantial portion of participants including,
educational services (e.g., remedial education, English as a
second language, or high school equivalency classes), skills train-
ing (classroom-based or on-the-job), work experience, or work-
fare.

As will be discussed in the next chapter, there is great diversity in
the types of services being offered in the E&T Program, and the
extent to which participants are involved in these services. This
typology was developed to ensure that the many program variants
were represented in the evaluation.

In addition to including all major Program models, the sampling plan
used to select participating local FSAs was designed to derive na-
tional estimates of overall costs and benefits, as well as separate
estimates for each of the three analytical models. The final study
sample consists of 55 local FSAs in 23 States, involving almost 13,000
eligible E&T participants.

In order to fulfill the many objectives of this study, the researchers
have developed an evaluation strategy with four basic parts.

1. Implementation Study. This portion of the study is intended
to document the operations of the E&T Program. [t is based on five
major sources of information:

+ plans submitted by the States for FY1988 and FY 1989 which
allow the description of the E&T programs planned by States
and the measurement of the prevalence of various types of
E&T services;

+ State quarterly reports on E&T Program expenditures and
participation;

* an Inventory of Program Operations for the 55 local FSAs
included in the study sample — this provides detailed descrip-
tive data about the types of services actually offered, as well
as administrative features such as the use of participant
support services;

13
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* data on selected demographic, education, and employment
background characteristics of E&T Program participants; and,

* interviews with State and local Program staff regarding a
variety of other implementation issues and concerns.

2, The Impact Study. This aspect of the evaluation is intended to
assess the effectiveness of the E&T Program in increasing partici-
pants’ employment and earnings, and in decreasing their dependence
on food stamps and other public assistance benefits. Because individ-
uals are subject to many influences that may have some effect on
their economic well-being, the challenge of the impact analysis is to
isolate and accurately measure the changes in a person's life that are
due only to the service or Program being evaluated. The most out-
standing feature of the research approach to this task is the random
assignment of potential E&T Program participants to two groups, one
subject to the requirements of the E&T Program and a group not
subject to those requirements. This arrangement insures that the
groups differ initially only in that the treatment group is accepted
into the Program, and the control group is denied services. Thus,
subsequent differences in outcomes between the two groups can
confidently be attributed to the Program.

In addition to measuring the effects of the E&T Program, the impact
analysis will also measure the actual services received by the partici-
pants. Previous evaluations of employment and training programs
have found that many individuals assigned to work-related services
have actually received only partial services, or no services at all. For
example, it should be expected that many food stamp work regi-
strants assigned to a Program which offers job search followed by job
search training will never make it to the second service component of
the Program -- some will find employment or cease receiving food
stamps; some will fail to cooperate; and a few may simply fail to
receive notice of the next requirement. Waiting lists for services can
be another cause of participants receiving only a portion of the
planned services. Therefore, in order to attribute effects to Program
services, information is being collected about the actual experiences
of the selected participants including any sanctions levied against
non-compliant individuals.

Followup interviews have also been planned with individuals in the
two groups at 4, 8, and 12 months following random assignment to
collect the following information:

* measures of employment, including whether an individual was
employed at all during the followup period, the number of weeks
employed, the number of hours per week worked and the type of
job or jobs obtained;

* measures of earnings, including the hourly wage, gross earnings
and earnings net of taxes and work expenses;

*  household income, earned and unearned, from all sources; and

14
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* measures of public benefits received, including, the duration and
amount of food stamp benefits and other public benefits, includ-
éng)AFDC, General Assistance (GA), Unemployment Insurance

Ul), etc.

3. The Cost Study. In order to develop accurate estimates of the cost
of the E&T Program, two types of costs must be measured:

* accounted costs which refer to the Federal and State E&T
Program tunds allocated to Program functions; and

« resource costs which refer to the actual costs of services
received by E&T Program participants, regardless of the
source of the funds used.

[t is necessary to measure both types because accounted costs usually
do not fully reflect the true costs of a program. First, States may
not report their costs accurately; the reimbursement of some costs at
a 100 percent rate might create an incentive to overestimate costs if
actual costs are below the 100 grant amount. Second, States may
obtain services from other programs. These may not represent addi-
tional costs to the E&T Program but do represent costs to the tax-
payer. Third, payments to subcontractors for providing services will
likely represent a major part of many States' expenditures. Because
these subcontracts are often formula-based payments (e.g., a speci-
fied amount per service entrant), some will overstate and some will
understate the actual resources subcontractors use to provide the
services, depending on how good a deal the food stamp agency has
negotiated.

4. The Cost-Effectiveness Study. The purpose of this last study
component is to determine whether the E&T Program is cost-benefi-
cial -- that is, whether there is a positive return on Program expendi-
tures, and if so, the size of that return.

Benefits and costs will be measured as changes from what would have
occurred in the absence of the E&T Program. Thus, costs are defined
as the value of the additional resources devoted to administration and
service provision, plus other participant expenditures such as child
care and travel costs. Similarly, benefits include the value of all
beneficial outcomes and effects that would not have occurred in the
absence of the Program.

As in most public programs, the benefits and costs of the E&T Pro-
gram may accrue to different people. Taxpayers bear the operational
costs of training, for example, while participants receive the benefits
of higher earnings. Therefore, net benefits will be assessed from
three points of view: participants, taxpayers, and society at large.
Net benefits to Ertici%agts indicate the extent to which participants
are better or worse off from having experienced the treatment. Net
(monetary) benefits to taxpayers are equivalent to the budgetary
impact on the government. Net benefits to society as a whole are the
sum of net benefits to participants and taxpayers. All three perspec-
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tives are relevant to policy. Programs with positive net benefits to
society are generally viewed as worthwhile so long as their redistribu-
tive effects are acceptable. By deriving separate estimates of net
benefits (or net costs) to participants and taxpayers, a measure of the
amount of redistribution implicit within the overall social net benefit
is obtained.

As of the date of this report the following study activities have
been completed:

«  Fifty-five local FSAs in 23 States have agreed to participate in
the evaluation study.

» The random assignment process has been completed in all 55
local FSAs -- about 13,000 work registrants have been either
assigned to participate in the E&T Program (the treatment

roup), or have been excused from the mandatory requirements
the control group).

*  Four month follow-up interviews are currently being completed
with all study participants.

*  Program cost data are currently being collected from the parti-
cipating State and local FSAs.

During the next nine months, the two remaining follow-up interview
surveys will be completed, food stamp benefit data will be collected
for all study participants, E&T service data will be collected for
those assigned to the treatment group, and cost data collection will
be completed. Analyses of these data will then be started culminat-
ing in a report to Congress by early 1990.

The remainder of this report describes the implementation of

the E&T Program. Chapter Il contains descriptive information about
the various Program models planned by the States and the level of
Federal and State funding for the E&T Program. Chapter [II discusses
local operational procedures. Chapter [V presents descriptive infor-
mation about the number and type of participants served by the E&T
Program, nationally and by Program model, and compares these
patterns both to the general food stamp population and to the total
population of work registrants.

16
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II. E&T PROGRAM DESIGN AND SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEMS

The Food Security Act of 1985, and subsequent regulations issued by
FNS, allowed State and local FSAs considerable discretion with
regard to the implementation of the E&T Program. The primary
purpose of this chapter is to examine how this discretion has affected
the number of food stamp recipients participating in the Program, the
types of services provided, the administrative and organizational
arrangements used, and the cost of the Program.

This snapshot of the implementation of the E&T Program in Fiscal
Year (FY) 1988 is based on three sources of data: State plans
submitted to FNS for FY1988 and FY1989 (which were compared in
order to measure changes in the Program over time); required State
quarterly performance reports for FY1988; and, an inventory of
program operations for the nationally representative sample of 55
local FSAs participating in the evaluation of the E&T Program. For
consistency with the State-level data, the information from the
sample of local FSAs has been statistically weighted to reflect the
characteristics of all agencies operating the E&T Program nationally.

These different sources of data have certain limitations that must be
kept in mind when reviewing the information in this chapter. First,
E&T Program operations planned by States may not reflect actual
service configurations in place in local FSAs. Second, financial
reporting by States, as noted in Chapter I, often underestimates the
true cost of providing E&T services. Finally, only limited information
was collected from the sample of 55 local FSAs during the initial
stages of the E&T evaluation, reducing the degree to which
operational differences can be detected, and where found,

explained. The data to be available at the end of the evaluation study
will resolve many of these questions -~ detailed data are being
collected on both Program costs and the day-to-day experiences of a
large national sample of E&T participants.

This description of the E&T Program is organized into six sections:

» E&T Services and Program Models, including the types of
services offered, geographic coverage within States, and the
extent to which E&T services represent an expansion of
previously implemented job search programs;

« Participant Support Services, including the types of services
provided, and the varying modes of reimbursements used;

e The Service Delivery System, including linkage and integration
with other service providers and employment and training
programs, and the basic administrative structure used for service
delivery;

e E&T Program Target Populations, Exemption Criteria and
Planned %articipation Levels, including policy regarding the
group or groups of individuals expected to participate in the E&T
Program, exemptions from participation, and overall
participation goals;
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* E&T Program Funding and Spending, including planned E&T
Program budgets and actual spending for FY1988; and

» Planned E&T Program Changes for FY1989, including changes
planned by States for participation goals and services.

The following chapter focuses on day-to-day operations in local FSAs.
A. E&T PROGRAM SERVICES

State FSAs had considerable latitude in deciding what types of
services to include as part of their E&T Program. The options ranged
from simple job search to more intensive services such as educational
programs and work experience. How individual States responded to
this flexibility was, however, affected by a number of concomitant
factors. First, the planning period afforded States was short -- final
regulations were issued by FNS on December 31, 1986 requiring
States to submit their E&T plans by March 2, 1987 and begin opera-
tions by April 1, 1987.

Second, the available options required different levels of funding.
Some, such as extended education or work experience, are intended to
serve those individuals in greater need of remediation and, as a
consequence, are significantly more costly per participant than
simple job search. Therefore, a decision to include particular service
components, and the extent of their use (i.e., the number of partici-
pants to be included), has substantial financial implications for
States. But, different types of services may differ in their ability to
affect the employment, earnings and welfare dependency of the
participants. If effective, these services can reduce State welfare
expenditures by getting individuals off public assistance thereby
offsetting some of the added cost.

Finally, the choice of services to offer in the E&T Program did not
take place in.a vacuum. State and local FSAs had been previously
idip£ £5 b search services as well as employment and training
e = other public assistance recipients (e.g., WIN), As a
resul=—ates had an incentive to coordinate these different efforts
«——=t possible. Moreover, linking the E&T Program to other
State agei.. = or programs (e.g., JTPA) would also allow State FSAs
to leverage .uditional resources, to achieve certain economies of
scale through more efficient operations, and to avoid having to
“reinvent the wheel."

As shown in Exhibit ll.l*, job search was the E&T service component
most commonly planned by States for FY1988; 49 out of 53 State
FSAs included this option, Job search training was also widely
planned as a service, being offered by 41 States. This finding
regarding the prevalence of job search activities is not too surpris-

*State by State information can be found in Appendix B, Tables |
and 2.
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Exhibit 1.1
E&T Program Services Planned by the States, FY1

Service

Job Search

Job Search
Training

Education

Vocational 33
Training
Work Experience 14

Workfare 8

Other* 18

988

-
-t
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} '
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Number of States

SOURCE: FY1988 State EAT Program pians.

* Includes: on-the-job training, supported employment, vocationali rehabilitation,
and home-based employment.
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ing. These services were often part of the FSP prior to the
implementation of the E&T Program. It also reflects the intent of
the States to serve as many participants as possible with the funds
available in order to meet specified performance standards starting in
FY1989 (job search in generally the least expensive type of service%.

States also planned a variety of more intensive education and training
services. For example, 35 States planned for some adult educational
services (including, for example, GED or literacy training) for those
E&T Program participants needing such assistance. In addition, 33
States included the provision of vocational education services, and 19
States incorporated work experience or workfare programs.

[t appears, then, that States have responded to the new E&T Program
initiative in a way that conforms with the intent of the enabling
legislation and regulations. Job search, the least costly service and
the one expected to move many employable participants into jobs, has
been included in the service configurations of almost every State.
Beyond this, States have chosen to add a broad mix of services
involving different levels of intensity. What is not known at this
time, however, is the extent to which the different types of services
are actually used, i.e., how many participants receive the various
services. This information will not be available until the end of the
evaluation study.

Although, as noted above, there exists a mix of services available to
participants in the E&T Program, for analytical purposes it is useful
to categorize State and local FSA programs into the three models
mentioned in Chapter I: Job Search, Job Search Training, and
Intensive Service. While the use of such a typology masks the variety
that exists in the E&T Program, it is a convenient analytical device,
particularly when Program effects (e.g., changes in participant
earnings) will be estimated later in the evaluation study.

Exhibit I.2 groups local FSAs according to the three service models.
As shown, over half of local FSAs nationally can be categorized as
Intensive Service model FSAs and about one-fourth can be classified
in each of the other two groups. But, because there are more large
FSAs in the Job Search category, the distribution of E&T participants
provides a somewhat different picture. For example, aithough Job
Search mode! FSAs account for about one-fourth of the total, these
FSAs serve about four out of every ten E&T participants. However,
it is still the case that for the majority of participants (about two-
thirds) the E&T Program provides at least the opportunity to obtain
services beyond job search.

In FY 1986, 38 States were operating job search programs for food
stamp work registrants. With the advent of the E&T Program, States
were afforded an opportunity to either continue or expand existing
programs, or initiate services not presently available. To examine
the States' response to this opportunity, Exhibit II.3 shows the extent
to which the E&T Program represented an expansion (or contraction)
of services as measured by the change in geographic coverage, i.e., a
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Exhibit 1.2
Percent of Local FSAs Implementing E&T Program Service Models,
and Percent of Total Participants Covered, FY1988

Model 3
Intensive Services
(54%)

Model 2:
Job Search
Training
(21%)

Percent of Local FSAs

Percent of E&T Participants

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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comparison of the change in the percent of counties (often
synonymous with a local FSA) with an operating program. (Detailed
State data can be found in Appendix B, Table 3).

Most States (42 out of 53) significantly expanded the availability of
food stamp employment and training services under the E&T
Program; only seven decreased geographic coverage. (In some
instances this was due to reduced Federal funding). In fact, 18 of 53
State FSAs planned statewide participation for FY1988, and an
additional 11 State FSAs planned to operate the Program in more
than 50 percent of their counties. The E&T Program, then, not only
increased the variety of services available to food stamp work
registrants, but also made these services available to a larger
proportion of the eligible population than under the previous job
search programs.

Change From The short planning time available at the outset of the E&T Program
Previous Job Program would be expected to inhibit States from creating new ser-
ch Program  vices for food stamp recipients. Many States already had a job search
program in place, and because this is an allowable component under
E&T, the simple response would have been to continue the previous
services.

As shown in Exhibit IL.4, for about three-quarters of the local FSAs in
FY 1988, the E&T services that were implemented represented either
an entirely new program, or one markedly different from the
previously existing job search services. As would be expected, local
FSAs categorized as Job Search models were most likely to have
retained their old program; those categorized as Intensive Service
models were most likely to have created a new program for their food
stamp recipients. This is quite encouraging. Congress intended the
E&T Program to be a new initiative and, for the most part, States
have responded to this challenge.

B. PARTICIPANT SUPPORT SERVICES

T of It has long been recognized that individuals involved in employment

ﬁe% bursement  and training programs often incur additional expenses as a result

Method of their participation. Most often these expenses are due to the cost
of transportation for job search or for commuting to a training or
work experience site. In those instances where participants are
caring for dependents, child care may also be needed.

As required by the enabling legislation, States must reimburse E&T
Program participants for their training-related expenses.
Participants can either be reimbursed for their actual expenses or
receive a standard allowance that reasonably reflects their likely
expenses. If States choose this latter option, they must allow
participants the opportunity to request an actual cost reimbursement
if they have exceeded the standard allowance, However, the Federal
government only pays 50 percent of such reimbursements up to a
maximum of $25 per month per participant. States choosing to pay
participant expenses beyond this amount must do so with State funds.
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Exhibit 1.4
Comparison of New E&T Program to Previously Existing
Food Stamp Job Search Program

Percent of Local FSAs

E&T Program is similar to
previous Job Search Program
(28% of local FSAs)

E&T Program is
a New Service
(60% of local FSAs)

E&T Program is ditferent from
previous Job Search Program
(12% of local FSAs)

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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How States chose to implement this provision has important implica-
tions both for the individual participants, as well as for the resources
needed to operate the E&T Program. Moreover, the effect of States'
reimbursement policies will vary depending upon the type of E&T
services being provided. For example, in Job Search model programs,
participant expenses are likely to be more predictable, and to vary
less among participants, than expenses for participants in Intensive
Service model programs. One might, therefore, expect the standard
rate for reimbursing expenses to be used more often by Job Search
model States than by Intensive Service model States.

As it turns out, State plans for the method of participant reimburse-
ment follow the expected pattern. That is, about two-thirds of local
FSAs categorized as Intensive Service models reimburse participants
for actual expenses while only about one in six local FSAs categorized
as Job Search models use this method. Overall, local FSAs are almost
evenly split, about half reimburse participants according to a
standard rate and half reimburse participants for actual expenses.
But, it still remains the case that States offering more intensive
employment services have generally recognized the higher cost of
these services to the participants by allowing a more flexible
approach to providing financial assistance.

In addition to reimbursing E&T Program participants for their Pro-
gram-related expenses, some local FSAs also support participants
with in-kind services. Nationally, about four out of ten provide some
sort of child care services, transportation assistance (e.g., reduced
public transportation fare systems), or other services including
counseling and referral services. Often, these additional services are
not financed by E&T Program funds, but represent the use of other
available resources. For example, some local FSAs use Title XX
funds to help finance E&T Program participants' child care expenses;
others use local or county-based resources, such as special funds set
aside for use by work and welfare programs, to help pay for partici-
pants' expenses associated with accepting employment (e.g., the cost
of buying uniforms or tools).

This is an important finding. First, State and local FSA administra-
tors have certainly recognized the needs of the E&T participants. As
many local staff have reported, one of the more common reasons for
non-cooperation with work programs like E&T is the inability to
commute to and from the local office (or a work site) and/or to find
someone to care for dependent children. Second, it indicates that
State and local FSAs have been successful in obtaining and using
available resources for the benefit of E&T participants.

C. THE E&T PROGRAM SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

The E&T Program was planned and implemented in the context

of a variety of existing work and welfare programs, and many

of the services now provided by local FSAs were already being
delivered by other agencies and institutions. Consequently,

most State and local FSAs were able to take advantage of these
existing resources in planning and implementing the E&T Program in

25



Table of Contents

two important ways. First, they did not have to "start from scratch”
to design their programs. As noted above, despite a short planning
period, most local FSAs were able to implement new and expanded
services for food stamp recipients. Without the availability of such
resources, State response to this new initiative would likely have been
different.

Second, and perhaps more important, the availability of existing
services provided an opportunity to achieve additional efficiencies.
For example, some States planned to maximize the use of JTPA
services for E&T participants. Others elected to serve E&T
participants by expanding the coverage of an existing comprehensive
work and welfare program (typically designed to serve GA or AFDC
recipients). By doing so, States may have been able to both increase
the efficiency with which services are provided (by serving more
individuals, unit costs can generally be decreased), and, if the
Program is successful, decrease welfare expenditures to those
individuals able to find employment. Pooling funds from different
sources (Food Stamp E&T, AFDC-WIN, and State-funded GA) may
have allowed States to expand the services available to food stamp
recipients beyond those which could have otherwise been provided
using only E&T Program resources.

Such interagency linkages may be categorized as either service
"integration" or "coordination™. For the purposes of this discussion,
an integrated program is one operated jointly by the local FSA and
some other agency or program, or one in which the local FSA
contracts directly with another agency for the provision of services.
For example, in a State in which a comprehensive work and welfare
program has been implemented (the ET Choices Program in
Massachusetts, or the GAIN Program in California), the E&T Program
is more likely to be administered as part of the larger program.

A coordinated program, on the other hand, is one that is operated as a
separate entity by the FSA, but which has sought the cooperation of
other programs in an effort to forego the duplication of services or
other possible conflicts. For example, the local FSA may refer E&T
participants to JTPA for all or some of its needed services.

Exhibit IL.5 illustrates the extent to which local FSAs have integrated
or coordinated the E&T Program with other agencies and programs.
The top figure depicts the proportion of local FSAs that are either
integrated or coordinated with other agencies, or are independent
stand-alone programs; the bottom figure illustrates the agencies or
programs with which local FSAs have established linkages.

Overall, almost three-quarters of local FSAs have integrated their
E&T program with other agencies -- less than ten percent have
implemented independently administered programs. There is some
variation, however, in the degree to which local FSAs have attempted
to integrate or coordinate the E&T Program with other providers and
programs (see Appendix B, Table 5). Local FSAs categorized as
either a Job Search or Intensive Service model, are far more likely to
establish linkages with other agencies than those categorized as a Job
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Exhibit 11.5

Local FSA Integration and Coordination of the
E&T Program with Other Agencies and Programs, FY1988

Type ot Linking
with Other Agencies

Coordinated
22%

Independent
8%

Type of Agency Used

JTPA 72

Education Agency
SESA
Community-Based Org.
Private Contractor
General Assistance
WIN/WIN Demonstration

Other Agency*

L

3 d s ' '
) L ] L] T 1 1 4

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

L
¥ T

Percent of Local Food Stamp Agencies

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.

* Inciudes Job Corps, Community Action Agencies, Salvation Army, migrant worker
organizations and the military.
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Search Training model. For example, all Intensive Service model
FSAs and over 90 percent of local Job Search FSAs have integrated or
coordinated their programs with other agencies, most often local
JTPA, State Employment Security Agencies (SESAs), or educational
agencies. [n contrast, only about three-quarters of the local Job
Search Training model FSAs have established links with other
agencies or programs.

The most commonly used external provider of services for the E&T
Program is the local JTPA agency, used by about three-quarters of
local FSAs. As JTPA is required to serve food stamp recipients as
part of its ongoing operations, many local FSAs simply refer
interested E&T participants to JTPA programs; others contract
formally with the local JTPA agency for the provision of various
services, including traditional vocational skills training, adult basic
education, vocational assessments and work experience. About two-
third of the local FSAs have used SESAs in a similar way, primarily as
a reference for mainstream services (generally job search).

The nature of the linkage also varies. For example, E&T participants
may either simply be referred to a local education agency as a source
of possible services, or the local FSA may take a more active role and
establish a contractual arrangement to provide specific services to a
stipulated number of E&T participants. Typically, education agencies
(used by two-thirds of local FSAs) provide adult basic education and
GED training services, with some local schools also providing literacy
training and vocational education services. Some local FSAs have
also contracted for similar services with community colleges.

In addition to forging linkages with public agencies and programs,
local FSAs have also developed relationships with private non-profit
and for-profit organizations. For example, almost one-third of local
FSAs have some association with a private contractor, and almost 4
out of 10 have a relationship with local community-based organiza-
tions including the local Salvation Army, YMCA, Goodwill, literacy
council, and other private, non-profit voluntary public interest and
social welfare organizations.

Only about one out of six local FSAs have integrated or coordinated
E&T with WIN/WIN Demonstration or GA work and training pro-
grams. This infrequency of association is probably due to Federal
food stamp work registration policy which exempts mandatory WIN
registrants from the E&T Program.

In addition to differences in the extent to which external linkages
are established, local E&T programs can also differ with respect to
the assignment of day-to-day administrative responsibility. E&T
services are provided by any one, or a combination of, the following
administrative entities:

» local FSA eligibility workers;

* aseparate employment unit within the local FSA;
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* an Employment and Training agency or division operated within a
State's Social Services Agency; and,

»  another organization (either public or private) contracted to
provide the primary E&T service or services.

As shown in Exhibit II.6, the most common administrative arrange-
ment, used by about one-third of the local FSAs, is a separate
employment unit within the local FSA. If the two methods of admini-
stration that confine the provision of Program services to the local
FSA are combined — either the food stamp eligibility worker or the
employment unit — over half of Job Search model FSAs, and almost
two-thirds of Job Search Training model FSAs, administer the E&T
Program themselves (see Appendix B, Table 6), This is in stark con-
trast to the 16 percent of local Intensive Service model FSAs that
have taken this approach. This distribution is not surprising, given
the relatively narrow range and short-term nature of the services
provided by Job Search and Job Search Training model FSAs. It is
also not unexpected that Intensive Services model FSAs, with their
wider range of services, are much more likely to be administered by a
comprehensive work and weifare program that combines services for
food stamp, GA and AFDC recipients. Examples of such comprehen-
sive programs are the ET Choices Program in Massachusetts, the
MOST (More Opportunities for Seif-Sufficiency and Training) Program
in Michigan, and Project Chance in lilinois.

D. PARTICIPANT EXEMPTIONS AND PROGRAM TARGETING

The selection of food stamp work registrants for participation in the
E&T Program can be viewed as a series of decision steps -- at each
stage in the process only certain individuals are chosen on the basis of
established criteria.

First, legislative exemptions categorically eliminate many food stamp
recipients, i.e., those caring for young children, those under age 17 or
over 59, students, those employed 30 hours or more per week, and
individuals participating in certain other welfare-related work
programs. Beyond this, States may choose to further target E&T
services using one or more of the following permitted options:

« States may exempt work registrants living in areas in which
there is a lack of available services or job opportunities or where
the number of work registrants is very low.

* States may exempt work registrants during their first thirty days
of participation in the FSP.

« Finally, States may promulgate policies that allow for individual
exemptions on the basis of such barriers to participation as lack
of transportation or child care.

The only constraint is that States must meet performance standards
specified by FNS in the E&T regulations -- 35 percent of nonexempt
work registrants must be served during FY 1989, and 50 percent must
be served in FY 1990 and subsequent years.
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Exhibit 1.6
Administrative Provision of E&T Program Services, FY1988

Separate Empioyment

Unit of Local FSA 31

Qutside Contractor

Comprehensive
Program

Local FSA and
Qutside Contractor

Eligibility Worker
at Local FSA

Comprehensive
Program and
Qutside Contractor ¢ ~+- t $ +

0 5 10 18 20 25 30 35

4= 1
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Percent of Local Food Stamp Agencies

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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Exhibit Il.7 summarizes the response of States to these various
options (detailed data by State and service model can be found in
Appendix B, Table 7). Only three States have chosen to exempt work
registrants in their first 30 days of food stamp recipiency. This is not
surprising given the regulatory incentive against using this exemption
option (States not using this option can lower the base of mandatory
work registrants used to calculate performance standards by 10
percent),

Most States have, however, incorporated the use of other categorical
exemptions, with geographic exemption due to remoteness, lack of
jobs, or lack of training opportunities being the most common (used in
37 States). This is to be expected because, as noted earlier, only 18
States planned to implement the E&T Program statewide in FY1988.
In addition to geographic exemptions, some States also allow
categorical exemptions for other reasons, such as being registered for
a GA work and welfare program (2 States), or being in a household
with three or more children. Only 10 States allow no categorical
exemptions.

All but three States also have policies regarding individual exemp-
tions. Over three quarters of the States allow individual exemptions
for problems with child care, transportation problems, or for tempor-
ary health problems. Among the other individual exemptions used by
States are family or personal problems, catastrophic events, home-
lessness accompanied by a social barrier, women in their third trime-
ster of pregnancy, women residing in shelters for abused women, and
certain language barriers.

Exhibit I1.8 depicts the filtering process planned by States for the
selection of E&T participants in FY1988.* First, exemptions estab-
lished by legislation regarding who is subject to the work registration
requirements were expected to focus work policy on a group repre-
senting about 10 percent of all food stamp recipients. Of this pool of
about 3.3 million individuals, State and local exemption decisions
were expected to screen out about one-fourth, leaving approximately
2.3 million individuals. Finally, other State and local targeting deci-
sions were expected to further reduce this number by about one-third
to 1.6 million — the expected number of nonexempt E&T participants
States planned to serve in FY1988. As a result, the number of indivi-
duals planned for E&T service in FY 1988 represents about two-thirds
of all nonexempt work registrants, and almost half of all food stamp
recipients classified as work registrants.

In addition to the required E&T participants, States also planned for
participation by volunteers as encouraged by the 1985 Act. But, the

expected level of such participation was low — overall, volunteers
accounted for only about 6 percent of total planned E&T participation

*Detailed data for each State is provided in Appendix B, Table 8.
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Exhibit 1.8
E&T Program Participation Resulting From
Exemption and Targeting Policles, FY1988

ALL FOOD STAMP RECIPIENTS
(31.78 MILLION?")

ALL WORK REGISTRANTS
(3.27 MILLION)

NONEXEMPT WORK REGISTRANTS
(2.34 MILLION)

E&T PARTICIPANTS
(1.64 MILLION)

* Estimated total number of food stamp recipients participating in a year. This is computed
by muitiplying the average monthly participation of 18.68 million by the average rate of
caseload tumover of 1.7, i.e., total annual participation equals 1.7 times the average
monthly caseload.

SOURCES: FNS, USDA, Food Stamp Statistical Summary, July 1987, June 1388
State E&T Program plans for FY1988
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(see Appendix B, Table 8). What is not clear at this time is whether
this represents an intent by States to serve few volunteers, or an
expectation on their part that few individuals are likely to volunteer
for the services being made available.

E. FY1988 E&T PROGRAM FUNDING AND SPENDING

In addition to the variety of operational and participation choices
made as part of implementing the E&T Program in FY 1988, States
also faced decisions regarding funding levels. Federal funding for the
E&T Program consisted of three types of financial support:

* A 100 percent grant allocated to States on the basis of the
relative size of their FSP caseloads. FY 1988, these funds totaled
$60 million.

* A 50 percent match of additional Program service costs. In
FY 1988, planned Federal and State budgets for this funding
component totaled about $100 million,

* A 50 percent match of participant reimbursements up to a
maximum of $25 per person per month. In FY 1988, planned
Federal and State budgets for this funding component totaled
about $64 million.

For FY 1988, the planned Federal and State expenditures for the E&T
program totaled $224 million. This section summarizes the funding
decisions embodied in the FY 1988 State plans, and compares planned
and actual spending for this same fiscal year.

Exhibit II.9 summarizes average FY1988 State planned funding levels,
by the three analytical service models. These categories are used to
examine whether there is any relationship between the cost per
participant and the intensity of services offered, i.e., if the unit costs
planned for Intensive Service model programs exceed the costs for
the other two models. (Detailed costs by State and type of grant can
be found in Appendix B, Table 9.)

As shown in this exhibit, unit costs follow the expected pattern. That
is, planned costs per participant are highest for States categorized as
an Intensive Service model at $210 per participant, and those
categorized as Job Search model States are the lowest at $58 per
participant. But, it is difficult at this time to draw any firm
conclusions from these figures for several reasons.

First, these figures represent planned costs and participation;
information on actual expenditures and participation levels is not now
available. Second, within a category of States, the average per
participant costs exhibit wide variation, with many instances of more
intense (and presumably more costly) programs appearing to be less
expensive than simpler job search programs, and visa versa. This can
be the result of a number of factors including:
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Exhibit 11.9
State Planned Cost per E&T Participant
by Service Model, FY1988
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Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Job Search Job Search Training Intensive Services
Service cost per participant $33 $90 $155
Average participant reimbursement $25 $27 $55
Total cost per participant $58 $118 $210

SOURCE: FY1988 State E&T Program Plans
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* States have been classified on the basis of the most prevalent
type of service component. Even within programs classified as a
Job Search model, other types of services may be offered. The
extent to which this occurs can alter the overall cost of an
individual State program.

» FSAs also differ in the extent to which they have been able to
forge linkages with other State agencies and programs which, in
all likelihood, affects the apparent cost of the E&T Program.

* The way in which services are actually delivered may differ in
important ways so that similarly titled components may, in fact,
be very different. For example, there is a fundamental
difference between referring E&T participants to a school
district for adult education classes, and actually contracting with
the school district to provide such training.

Some additional insight into this issue can be gained by examining
data on actual Federal expenditures for FY 1988 (see Appendix B,
Table 10 for detailed information for each State). Although these
data represent only Federal costs (State expenditure information is
not reported to FNS), they do show that Federal expenditures for

FY 1988 have fallen substantially below planned costs. Actual Federal
expenditures for FY1988 totaled about $98.7 million, compared to
budgeted costs of about $138.5 million; this is a shortfall of
approximately 30 percent.

Based on information available through June 1988 (i.e., for the first
three quarters of FY1988), it is expected that Program participation
will also be less than planned {(complete participation data for FY 1988
are not available at this time). Compared to planned participation of
about 1.6 million individuals, it now appears that States will probably
serve about one million persons —- a similar shortfall of about 37
percent. While it is again difficult to draw any firm conclusion from
these data, it seems that the lower than expected Program cost is a
result of lower than predicted participation levels.

This should not be construed to be a failure of the E&T Program.
Rather, States appear to have initially over-estimated the number of
recipients who would be both subject to the work registration re-
quirement, and not subsequently exempted from E&T participation.
Given the short planning period afforded State FSAs, and the lack of
reliable information on which to base these estimates, it is not too
surprising that States' projections proved somewhat inaccurate.
Although the penetration of the E&T Program could be increased (for
example, many States have exempted a significant proportion of their
counties from participation), these figures do indicate that a large
number of individuals are being served. To put this in context, parti-
cipation in all AFDC work programs —- WIN Demonstration, CWEP,

36



Planned E&T

Prﬁam
méie_— gt‘:on

Levels

Planned

ey

for FY89

Table of Contents

and grant diversion -- totals about 714,000 individuals nationally*, or
less than half the number projected to be in the Food Stamp E&T
Program. The E&T Program is a major effort and, if successful,
offers at least the potential of significantly altering the lives of a
large number of low-income households.

F. PLANNED E&T PROGRAM CHANGES FOR FY39

This final section examines the extent to which States opted to alter
their E&T programs in FY 1989 from those in place in FY1988. For
this purpose, State plans for FY1988 were compared to those recently
submitted to FNS for FY 1989,

For FY1989, States have planned to serve fewer participants than was
planned for FY 1988 -- 1.4 million compared to 1.6 million in FY 1988
(see Table 11 in Appendix B). It is encouraging that States appear to
have used their FY1988 experiences to "fine tune"” their plans for next
year, and have also planned to substantially increase the number of
participants actually receiving E&T services by about 40 percent (i.e.,
comparing the projected enroliment of about one million served in
FY1988 to FY 1989 plans to serve about 1.4 million). For example, a
majority of States (all but 6) have planned to expand the availability
of the E&T Program to more areas of their respective States in
FY1989. In fact, the number of States planning complete statewide
coverage is expected to increase from 18 in FY1988 to 26 in FY1989.

The second major area in which States might be expected to change
E&T program operations in FY 1989, is the type of service compon-
ents offered to participants. This may occur for any number of
reasons including, for example, the opportunity to add a service
component that could not be previously incorporated because of the
speed with which the Program was initially implemented. Because
States have been given a great deal of flexibility to design an E&T
Program that best fits their unique circumstances, it would be
expected that programs will evolve over time.

Between FY1988 and FY1989, most States planned relatively modest
changes in service components. As shown in Exhibit II.10, the largest
changes appear to have occurred with respect to three service

areas: workfare, which was dropped by all States having this
component in FY 1988; and, work experience and vocational educa-
tion, each dropped by about one-third of the States originally offering
these components. At this time, no explanation for these changes is
available. But, in light of the number of States adding these compon-
ents, it may be that what is being observed here is a process of
experimentation with available options. Because the E&T Program is

*U.S. General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare: Current AFDC
Work Programs and Implications for Federal Policy, GAO~-HRD-37-34,
Washington, D.C., January 1987.
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Exhibit il.10
Change In Planned E&T Program Service Components, FY1988 vs. FY1989

Number of Number of Number of

States with States Adding  States Deleting

Component Component Component Net Change
Service Component in FY1988 in FY 1989 in FY 1989 FY88 vs. FYB9
Job Search 49 2 1 +1
Job Search Training 37 6 5 +1
Other Educational Services 33 5 5 0
Vocational Education 30 7 9 -2
Work Experience 13 5 4 +1
Workfare 7 5 7 -2

SOURCE: State E&T Program Plans for FY 1988 and FY1989.
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still new, such changes should be seen as a positive outcome. Rather
than adopting rigid approaches to serving food stamp recipients,
States appear to be willing to try different ways to help them obtain
employment.

G. SUMMARY

This chapter has discussed a broad range of topics related to the
nature of the E&T Program implemented by States in FY 1988,
inciuding the types of services provided, participant exemption
criteria and support services, administrative arrangements with other
agencies and programs, and Program participation levels and costs.
Rather than summarizing each of these areas, it is more important
here to point out five themes that emerge from these data:

» E&T is a varied program. Congress intended the E&T Program to
be flexible enough to allow States an opportunity to design
programs that best suit their unique needs. In this regard, the
Program appears to have been successful. States have provided
food stamp recipients with a variety of employment and training
opportunities, and have provided these services through a wide
range of different sources (e.g., JTPA, SESA, local educational
institutions, community colleges, and other public and private
community-based agencies).

* FSAs have recognized the needs of individual participants.
States have attempted to help participants complete their
employment and training programs. Where financial burdens can
be a barrier (especially in the case of more intensive service
components), States have made an effort to take a more flexible
approach to reimbursing them for their out-of-pocket expenses.
Many local FSAs have also provided in-kind support services such
as child care arrangements and transportation services.

« State programs reflect new initiatives. Although States could
have simply extended their old job search programs to comply
with the E&T mandate, this did not occur. About three-quarters
of local FSAs have implemented either entirely new programs, or
ones markedly different from previously existing job search
services.

« The Program is serving a large number of food stamp recipi-
ents. By both legislation and regulation, States are permitted to
use a wide range of exemptions to determine who among the pool
of mandatory work registrants must participate in the E&T
Program. States have made considerable use of these exemp-
tions, particularly geographic area exclusions. Projected E&T
enroliment for FY1988 is approximately one million mandatory
work registrants and volunteers — about one-third of the total
pool of all eligible work registrants. It is important to keep in
mind, however, that the E&T Program is larger than all of the
AFDC work programs put together, and that FY 1988 was the
first full year of operation of the Program.
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E&T is an evolving ?rogram. Comparing Program plans for
FY1988 and FY 1989 reveals that States are learning from their
past experiences. Rather than adopting rigid approaches to meet
Federal requirements, States appear quite willing to experiment
with new service components. Again, this is an encouraging
outcome -~ Congress aliowed States an opportunity to try
different ways to assist low-income persons obtain gainful
employment, and States appear willing to seek alternative ways
to achieve this goal.

In addition, States plan to substantially expand services in

FY 1989 -- planned enrollment for FY 1988 is about 40 percent
higher than that projected for FY1988.
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. E&T PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS

This chapter examines the day-to-day administrative and operational
details of the E&T Program using data from the nationally represent-
ative sample of 55 local FSAs included in the E&T evaluation. The
data have been statistically weighted to represent national totals.

The activities necessary to operate the E&T Program can be catego-
rized into four tasks: determination of work registration status and
service referral; screening and service assignment; participant moni-
toring; and adjudication of noncompliance. Each of these tasks,
shown in Exhibit IIl.1, is discussed below.

At the time of application (or recertification) all household members,
whether or not they are present, are evaluated to determine their
work registration status. This is largely a clerical function because
this determination is well defined in Federal regulations. Moreover,
most local FSAs had integrated this activity into normal FSP certifi-
cation procedures prior to the implementation of the E&T Program.
The one important change brought about by E&T is that food stamp
eligibility workers now must determine who among the work
registrants is required to participate in the Program, i.e., E&T
participants are drawn from the pool of FSP recipients who are
categorized as work registrants.

The next E&T Program activity is typically the referral of partici-
pants to the employment and training unit. Usually this referral does
not occur until the eligibility staff determine that an applicant is
eligible for food stamp benefits. However, in about 10 percent of the
local FSAs applicants are required to begin E&T participation before
they receive any food stamp benefits.

Once the referrals are received, the administrative unit or agency
responsible for providing E&T Program services notifies the non-
exempt work registrants (usually be mail ) of the date and time of
their initial interview. In a few F5As (about 15%), the same staff
both determine ESP eligibility and provide E&T services. In these
cases, the certification or recertification interview and the first E&T
Program interview occur simultaneously.

Generally, the next step in the administration of the E&T Program

is the screening of potential participants (i.e., determining whether

a nonexempt food stamp recipient or applicant is ready or suitable for
the Program) and assignment to the employment and training ser-
vice(s) that is most appropriate for the individual.

At the initial screening interview, the assigned employment and
training worker determines whether the individual has any cause to be
excused from participation in the E&T Program. For example, cer-
tain individuals may have medical problems or disabilities, transpor-
tation difficulties, or child care responsibilities that may be legiti-
mate barriers to participation. State and local FSAs may also decide
to excuse participation for individuals who are seasonal workers,
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Exhibit .1
GENERAL MODEL OF E&T PROCESS

1. RE@STRATION AND REFERRAL 2. SCREENING AND SERVICE ASSIGNMENT 3. PARTICIPANT MONITORING
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temporarily laid-off, or certified for food stamps for very short
periods of time. In almost two-thirds of the local FSAs, the
employment and training staff or agency are able to excuse clients
(often temporarily) from participation. In the remaining third of the
local FSAs, the employment and training staff may request that 